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CLAIMANT

Issue:

whether the craimant left work voluntarily, without good cause,
withln Lhe meaning of 58-1001 of the Labor and Emplo)ment Article;
whether the claimant refused an offer of available, suitable work,
within the meaning of 58-1005 of the law.

NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT-
You may file an appeal from this decision in the Circuit Court for Baltimore City or one of the Circuit Courts in a county in
Maryland. The court rules about how to appeal can be found in many public Libraries, in the Annotated Code of Maryland,
Maryland Rzles, Volume 2, B rules.

The period for filing an appeal expires September 5, L993

- APPEARANCES -

FOR THE EMPLOYER:FOR THE CLAIMANT:

Martha Young
Gibbens Company

Terence Green - Claimant



EVALUATION OF THE EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered all of the evidence presented,
including the testimony offered at the hearings. The Board has
afso considered all of the documentary evidence introduced in this
case, as welf as the Department of Economj-c and Empl-o).ment
Devel-opment's documents in the appeal file.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant was a full-time receiving cl,erk at Westinghouse for 74
years, earning about $28,000 per year at the time of his layoff on
December 30, L992.

Beginning about February of 199l , the cfaimant took occasionaf
part-time work for this employer, CES Security, Inc., as a security
guard. He wou]d take assignments from time to time when work was
avaifable, primarily on weekends but sometimes after his regular
work. His pay varied, depending on the job.

Just prior to the claimant's fayoff from WesEinghouse, he was
notified lhat he would have to work a fot of overtime up until his
last day of work. He was paid tlme-and-a-half rates for this
overtime, which was requlred from sometime in November until
December 30, 7992.

CES Security, Inc. cafled the claimant on Novernber 23 , 1992,
offering him an assignment. The cl-aimant accepted that assignment
but informed this employer that he woufd no longer be abfe to
accept assignments. CES Security, Inc. operates somewhat like a
temporary agency, keeping people on the rofls virtually
indefinitely, whether they accept assignments or not. After he
applied for unempfoyment, he was offered an assignment doing
security guard work sometime in January, but he refused.

The cLaimant has obtained full-time work-

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Board concludes that the claimanL voluntarily quit his job at
CEO Security, Inc. on November 23, 1,992. It was at that polnt that
he informed the empfoyer that he was no longer going to perform
servj-ces for them. This constj-tutes a voluntary quit, no matter
how Iong the employer keeps the claimant on its rol}s.

The quit, however, was for good cause within the meaning of 58-1001
of the Labor and Emplo)rment Article. The claimant quit because his
part-time temporary job h'as interfering with the overtime
requirements of his regular job. The claimant was being paid 150?
of his regular hourly safary for working this overtime, and the
overLime was required in any case by the employer. In the case of
pangrborn v. Hannah's (473-BR-82), the Board ruled that quitting


